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AgricH 
William Scheideler 
Many believe that China's admission to the World Trade Organization (WTO) early next year will boost 
export opportunities for Midwestern agriculture. Analysts at 
the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) expect China's 
WTO membership to add $2 billion to the U.S. $50 billion 
agricultural export market 
by boosting exports ofgrain, 
oilseeds and oilseed prod-
ucts. and cotton by 2005. 
Since 1995 when 
an eye-opening forecast pre-
September 2001 
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China's Market Transition and Trends 
Agriculture's Transition to a Market Economy 
China gave local communes control over the agricul-
tural economy when it first organized farm collectives in the 
•• 
late 1950s. Since 1978 vil-
lages have been allowed to 
distribute growing rights for 
specific plots of land. In re-
turn , farmers deliver a quota 
of grain to the village and are 
free to sell or consume the 
dic1ed China would need excess. However, the prac-
200 mi ll ion metric tons tice of allocating small plots 
(MMT)of importedgrainan- of land that are subject to 
nually by the year 2015, reallocation at anytime con-
'" .. , "'. .. . .... 
Midwest farmers have tinues. This reduces a 
looked forward to helping 
feed China. Others have observed that China supports 22 
percentoftheworld's population on just 9 percent of its arable 
land, implying that countries with more arable land than 
people, like the U.S., can expect more export opportunities. 
But, a review of China's long-term supply and demand for 
Nebraska's biggest agricultural exports is in order. 
farmer's incentive to make long-term investments and im-
pedes large-scale production. Over the past five years, 
China's leadersh ip has reemphasized its policy of agricultural 
self-sufficiency and it is unclear when the agriculture sector 
will comp lete its transition to a true market economy. 
2 
Economic & Demographic Trends 
Over the 20 years following reform, China's nominal 
gross domestic product (GOP) quadrupled, averaging 10 per-
cent annual growth through 1996. Economicgrowth hass[owed 
to 7 to 8 percent since the 1997 Asian financial crisis and the 
USDA expects 6 to 7 percent long-term growth. The agricultural 
sector provides half of China's jobs and 20 percent of its 
economic output, but has experienced declining economic 
growth since 1996. The 2.4 percent rural economic growth rate 
last year illustrates the weak state of China's rural economy. 
Rural per capita income in China averages about a third of urban 
income levels and the disparity between urban and rural in-
comes has only widened in recent years. 
Figurel 
According tothe U.S. Census Bureau, China'spopu-
lation will surpass 1.4 bill ion by 2020. The projections assume 
that China's birth rate will decline 25 percent, infant mortality 
will drop over 60 percent, and life expectancy will improve by 
six years over the next two decades. As a result, China's rate 
of population growth is expected to slow from 1 percent 
annually in the 1990s toO. 7 percent during the decade ending 
2010, and 0.5 percent from 2010 to 2020. Perhaps most 
important, the country's urban population will continue to grow 
rapidly, spurred by out migration from China's rural areas, so 
that by 2020, 49 percent will live in cities, compared to just 35 
percent, currently (Figure 1). By 2025 half of China 's popula-
tion will be over age40, the lowest income country ever to cope 
with such an old-age burden. 
China's Proiected Urban and Rural Populations, 2000-2025 (millions) 
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Long-Term Demand 
As China grows and develops, so will its demand for 
grain, soybean, and meat products. Analysts, who develop 
projections of future demand, consider several key factors: 
population growth, urbanization, and incomegrowth. Ongoing 
migration from rural China into the cities provides more Chi-
nese with greater market access to food products and, 
together with higher income levels, changes food consumption 
patterns. Income growth not only increases food expenditures, 
but also generally leads consumers to increase their con-
sumption of meat products and reduce their consumption of 
grain. In addition, since nearly all the meat consumed in China 
is produced there, the increased consumption of meat prod-
ucts requires additional feed grain for livestock production. The 
International Food Policy Research Institute (JFPRI) issued a 
report that reviewed sixwell-documented studies that provided 
projections of China's long-term grain demand, excluding 
soybeans. The lowest (USDA) projection arrived at an annual 
growth rate of 1.1 percent and predicts total grain demand of 
443 million metric tons (MMT) in 201 O. The highest projection 
(Huang) anticipates grain demand togrow2.1 percent annually 
and reach 513 MMT in 201 O. This projection assumed consid-
erably lower income growth than the other studies, but factored 
in rapid urbanization and thegrain required to feed the livestock 
necessary to meet the anticipated demand for meat products 
in 2010. Both assumed population growth comparable to the 
U,S. Census Bureau's population projections for China, while 
the other studies assumed significantly higher growth rates. 
Huang's model also suggests that if China's population growth 
D •• : .•••• : .. " '- '--._ . L. m'~ro 
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slows to less than 0.5 percentannuaHy overthe next decade, 
and under 0.4 percent from 2010 to 2020, China easily could 
grow all the grain it needs. 
The Food and Agricultural Policy Research Institute 
(FAPRJ), projects demand for soybeans in China to grow 37 
percent from 26.710 36.6 MMTfrom 2000102010, as demand 
for soybean meal for livestock feed will increase 42 percent and 
the demand for soybean oil will grow 60 percent. Per capita 
soybean oil consumption is expected to grow more than 50 
percent over the decade as incomes rise, while population 
growth provides only a 7.7 percent boost in demand. 
China's total demand for meat products from 2000 to 
2010 is expected to increase 21 percent overthe decade. This 
increased demand for meat is due to an anticipated 12.7 
percent increase in per capita meat consumption and a 7.7 
percent increase in China's population over the period. De-
mand for beef products is expected to grow42 percent overthe 
decade as per capita beef consumption grows more than twice 
as fastas that for any other meat product. However, if percapita 
income in China grows from 6 to 8 percent annually, meat 
consumption could grow even faster. Studies of the relation-
ship between meat consumption and income growth generally 
indicate that meat consumption grows at least half as rapidly 
as income. For example, if income grows 6 percent, meat 
consumption could increase 3 percent each year and result in 
per capita meat consumption 18 percent higher in 2010. 
T ogetherwith forecast population growth, total meat demand 
in 2010 might increase 45 percent over 2000 levels. 
-
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Long-Term Supply 
Projections of China's long-term grain and soybean 
supply vary widely and depend on the expectations of the 
extent of productivity improvements; the amount of arable land 
cultivated for grain production; the mix of crops grown; and the 
impactof China's water constraints (see sidebar below). IFPRI 
also reviewed projections of grain production over the long 
term. These projections offer a wide range of opinions on the 
future of China's grain production. Brown's pessimistic projec-
tion anticipates grain production to fall 11 percent from 1995 to 
2010. However, the other five projections expect grain produc-
tion to increase from 0.4 to 1.8 percent annually. Excluding the 
most pessimistic projection, the forecasts of grain production 
range from 389 to 486 MMT. The pessimistic projection 
assumed the highest rate of grain acreage loss (-1.6 percent 
annually) and the slowest rate of yield improvement (1.1 
percent annually). The optimistic projections assumed no 
such grain acreage decline and expected yields to improve 
over 1.3 percent annually. FAPRI expects only a 6 percent 
increase in China's soybean supply over the decade. 
Unlike China's grain farmers, its livestock producers 
are not constrained by land shortage. So, the long-term supply 
of meat products wilt depend on the price incentives that 
Chinese farmers receive. How soon China adopts a true 
market economy may be themostimportantfactor. Given the 
slower income growth in China's rural areas, the long-term 
supply of meat products likely will be responsive to higher 
prices. In addition, China's livestock production system is 
undergoing rapid structural change that will improve the feed 
efficiency of its livestock industry. 
Currently, about 70 percent of China's meat con-
sumption is pork, although that share is expected to decline 
as more consumers seek variety and economy in other meat 
products. Farmers raising fewer than four animals per year, 
who use everything from table scraps and vegetables lograins 
and grain by-products as feed , generate about 80 percent of 
China'spork. However, larger producers have expanded from 
5 to 20 percentof pork production from 1989 to 2000, supported 
by recent government investments in feed mill facilities. The 
largerpork producing units are more efficient in converting feed 
into meat and the pork they produce is higher quality. 
Water Resources and Grain Supply 
Water is the biggest constraint on China's grain production. Particular concerns for Chinese agricu lture 
include: 1) low per capita water resource availability; 2) half oflhe arable land is in the dry Northern provinces where 
there is less than 12 inches of rainfall per year; and 3) agriculture's share atwater use has declined from 82 to 66 
percent since 1980. China probably will need to implement water pricing, invest in more water-efficient irrigation 
methods, and curtail double cropping. Farmers may switch from lower-value grain crops to higher-value fruits and 
vegetables and from water-intensive crops like corn and rice to dry land crops like sorghum, millet ,and cotton. Water 
shortages could constrain grain and soybean production. But. rapid increases in agricultural research and irrigation 
investment growth could boost grain production to 515 MMT, and transform China into a grain exporter by 2010 . 
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Competition for China's Business 
The global food market is very competitive and those 
who export to China must contend with producers in Canada 
and SouthAmerica, the European Union and the PacifrcRim. 
Producers in Argentina, Australia, Canada and the European 
Union export about 64 percent of the wheat traded globally, 
compared to the 31 percent U.S. share. The corn export 
market likely will continue to be dominated by the U.S. and 
Argentina, with 79 and 13 percent shares, respectively, 
according to FAPRI. U.S. soybean producers export 63 
percent of the global market, while Argentina and Brazil ship 
nearly all the rest and are expected tocapture half the market 
by2010. ln global pork trade, Canada and the European Union 
fill 80 percent of the export orders, although U.S. producers 
are expected to increase their current 6 percent share toover 
15 percent by 201 O. Exports from Australia , Argentina, Brazil, 
Canada, the European Union, and NewZealand represent95 
percent of the global beef market. However, by the end of the 
decade, U.S. beef exports are expected to represent 5 percent 
of global beef trade. 
FIgure 2 
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Further, recent disputes and tensions between the 
U.S. and Chinese governments have lead many, including 
President Bush, to characterize the relationship of the two as 
strategic competitors. Assuming that China's leadership holds 
a similar view, it would be unwise forthem to allow a dependent 
trade relationship to develop with a potential adversary. 
Conclusion 
Export prospects of wheat, corn, and soybean prod-
ucts to China are promising by 2010 (Figure 2). But, China 
likely will be able to meet the vast majority of its own food 
needs. Assuming China is willing to relax its grain self-
sufflCiencypolicy, itwould be prudent to move from land-intensive 
crops toward labor-intensive crops that do nol burden water 
resources . USDA projects that fruit and vegetable production 
could meet those criteria, to China'scomparative advantage. If 
China increases fruit and vegetable production over grain 
production, the Midwest could realize additional export oppor-
tunities. 
China's Projected Net Grain Impons.1990·2020 [million metric tons) 
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Although FAPR[ expects China to produce allthe beef 
it needs this decade (Figure 3), it costs nearly four times as 
much to ship feed grain as it does to ship the grain-equivalent 
quantity of meat. Therefore, assuming the Midwestcontinues 
to produce high quality pork and beef at competitive prices, the 
Chinese may be inclined to import more Midwest meat products 
than expected. 
Policy choices by China's government are the most 
important uncertainties when looking at the long-term future of 
China's agricultural sector. It is unclear how willing China win be 
to rely on outside markets for its food supply after decades of 
self-reliance. Also, other policies affect China's long-term 
agricultural productivity , including the level of investment in 
agricultural research. irrigation resources, and livestock and the 
grain industries. Other policies strongly influence the country's 
Figure 3 
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long-term demand for agricultural products, including domestic 
policies that affect the country's fertility rate and economic 
policies that determine the pace of income growth. At the same 
time, China is under pressure to quell rising rural unrest, boost 
rural economies, and slow the rapid rural-to-urban migration. 
But, considering China's rural economic problems, how rapidly 
can it move toward a true market economy in its agricultural 
sector? 
After all those policy uncertainties are weighed, how 
effectively can Nebraska's agricultural producers compete with 
the rest of the world for China's business? If China does not buy 
directly from the U.S., its presence in the global market can 
only boost demand and prices for Nebraska's agricultural 
commodities. 
Note: According to FAPRI , China's current 
beef exports exceed imports. Net imports 
(exports minus imports) are expected to 
approach zero by the end of this decade. 
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Taxa R 
YTO% 
April 2001 YTD Change vs 
($000) (SOOO) Yr. Ago 
6,034 7.7 
5,899 -6.9 
21,601 0.5 
2,127 6.1 
3,068 22 
1,076 21 .0 
891 .JO.3 
4,837 7.7 
3,728 ~.5 
9,498 0.5 
9,704 8.5 
245 16.9 
1,556 7.2 
3,287 39.7 
1.914 ' .9 
47,303 ' .8 
475 -2.7 
87,828 14.8 
2.294 ' .0 
2.116 4 .6 
29,689 9.8 
2,206 19.2 
1,678 ·9.6 
4,374 ' .5 
14,297 ·3.7 
3,058 15.3 
946 16.6 
7.255 5.0 
4.406 -16. 1 
27,885 60.8 
1,838 ·4.6 
1,516 -3.7 
94. -34.5 
77,245 -3.4 
, 1,393 
·3.8 
1,850 8.3 
4,447 18.9 
11 ,276 70 
1,370 7.7 
1,485 11.9 
1,599 13.4 
6,689 14.0 
1.322 14.3 
1,038 9.' 
3,652 -24.5 
1,077 6.1 
1,797 13. 1 
8,276 11 .8 
1,339 -7.3 
953 OA 
1',851 4 .2 
701 15.9 
10,041 5' 
2,280 6.3 
90,409 0.2 
2,710 52.4 
2,206 ' .8 
5,481 -2.6 
1,393 20.5 i 15,769 -2.3 3,336 6.9 I 5,935 0.0 I 9,078 4.7 I 205,460 0.6 I 4,710 20.3 
10,671 12.3 
6,454 17.1 
81 ,089 12 
1,542 9.6 
4,292 -31 .0 
2.465 7.3 
935 .1.5 
17,340 3.1 
1,684 ' .8 
1,341 O. 
2.904 ' .1 
6,570 -3.0 
1,IJO 23.4 
133,046 1.5 
' Does not include motor vehicle sales. Motor vehicle net taxable retail sales are reported by county only. 
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($0001 
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4 .0 
1.8 
·22.9 
·2.4 
2.5 
1.6 
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·11.2 
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Net Taxa e R es Nebraska Co S 1$0001 
Motol'" Vehicle Sales Other Sales Sales 
April YTD Aprif YTD YTD 
2001 YTD 
" Chg. vs 2001 YTD % Chg. vs YTD % Chg. vs YTD " Chg. V$ 
~OOO) (1000) Yr. Ago (SOOO) -) Yr. Ago (1000) Yr. Ago ($000) Yr. Ago 
Nebraska 241 ,353 826,460 -3.7 1,419,706 5,603,334 13 Howard 834 3,170 -13.5 1,724 6,966 18.0 
Adams 3,997 13.634 -5.9 20,935 84,670 1.4 Jefferson 1,096 3.811 -19.5 3,849 15,850 -1.9 
Antelope 1,082 4,259 -2.3 2,215 8,361 5.2 Johnson 440 1,938 -9.1 1,145 5,089 9.2 
Arthur 27 275 ~.7 (D) (01 101 Kearney 1,099 4,163 -7.6 1,976 7,438 1.6 
Banner 277 740 29.4 101 (01 101 K"'" 1,447 5,199 . ·9.5 5,593 21 ,511 -0.5 
B!aine 169 530 -9.1 101 101 101 Keya Paha 84 612 -8.8 96 414 16.6 
Boone 1,303 3,777 3.4 2.068 7,903 -2.0 Kimball 416 2,128 -5.3 1,745 7,241 12.3 
Box Butte 1,916 6,156 2.3 5,501 22,878 1.1 Knox 1,355 4,718 'S.5 2,582 10,528 14.8 
Boyd 459 1,096 0.1 486 1,995 -4.3 Lanc;aster 30,666 103,708 -4.0 21),685 855,652 2.5 
Brown 654 2.115 27 1,683 6,282 6.5 Lincoln 5,733 18,668 14.0 24,209 95.241 4.9 
BuffalO 6,439 20,842 -2.7 37.437 143,685 2.0 Logan 133 666 15.4 101 IDI (01 
Sort 1,0 18 3,968 -5.8 2,347 9,187 9.6 Loup 135 425 30.0 IDI IDI (01 
Bu~er 1,205 4,402 ~.2 2,098 8,717 13.4 McPherson 120 398 8.2 IDI IDI IDI 
Cass 3.888 13,489 4.1 6,324 25.094 7.1 Madison 4,317 14,521 -10.0 32,589 128,052 1.4 
Cedar 1.530 5,195 ~.8 2.580 10,521 11.4 Merrick 1,224 4,647 -3.5 2,566 9,650 6.0 
Chase 811 3.1 44 -5.2 2,076 7,987 4 .1 Morrill 940 3.300 -5.8 1,493 6,418 5.7 
Cherry 907 4,051 lOA 5,OW 20,048 24 .9 Nance 516 2,156 ·8.9 832 3,744 11.9 
Cheyenne . 1 ,~3 5,979 -13.7 8,642 33.652 33 Nemaha 1,260 4.082 5.3 2,589 10.668 08 
Clay 1,134 4,0 17 -14.1 2,119 8,405 -2.2 Nuckolls 678 2.475 ·17.1 2,245 9,018 10.9 
Colfax 1,432 5,113 8.9 2,597 10,808 5.3 ow. 2,056 7.590 4.3 7.903 29,517 13 
Cumlng 1,347 5,434 -10.9 5,922 24,041 34. , Pawnee 448 1,673 ~.4 468 2,080 6.7 
Custer 1,734 6,914 -1 .2 4,818 18,474 -37 Perkins 656 2,402 ~.4 1,492 5,611 17.9 
0,,,,,, 2.646 8,414 -10.1 9,507 34,969 3.5 Phelps 1.638 6,028 0.3 4.970 18.605 4.1 
Dawes 1.031 3.635 8.2 7,410 29.737 56.1 Pierce 1.142 3.728 -12.6 1,787 7,053 3.3 
Dawson 3,171 12,453 -9.9 13.188 51,523 2.1 "", 4,548 15.768 -11.9 21,223 82,647 -3.1 
D,," 435 1,215 -12.2 1,005 4.109 0.4 Polk 965 3,319 -19.9 2,111 7,684 7.6 
Dixon 1 ,115 3.295 3.9 755 3,137 17.2 Red Wilow 1,459 6.021 -12.8 9,885 36,894 -20.0 
Dodg, 4.915 16,384 -6.7 25,5<\7 98,029 0.7 Richardson 1,159 4,162 -12.2 3,018 12,483 5.9 
Dougtas 61,774 202.716 -1.4 491 .298 1.959,741 0.4 Rock 384 1,250 -1.2 400 1,599 5A 
Dundy 240 1,602 11 .9 608 2,323 2.7 SaHne 1,951 6,793 -3.7 3,971 17,702 13.1 
Fillmore 1,048 3,943 -, 0.9 2,451 9,405 5A Sarpy 20,380 64,732 1.8 48.652 180,885 9.2 
Franklin 589 2.357 10.8 802 3.305 9.6 Saunders 3,143 10,858 -10.2 5,690 23,736 ·0.3 
Frontier 421 1,979 ·7.9 652 2,799 14.0 Scotts Bluff 4,064 16,347 -6.3 26,536 104,512 0.4 
Furnas 876 3,436 -1.2 2.218 9.213 11.6 Seward 2,153 8,261 0.0 5.868 25,014 3.2 
Gage 3,077 10,968 ·4.8 13,388 53,633 7.7 Sheridan 763 3,045 -11.3 2,494 10,358 27 
Garden 287 1,398 30.4 553 2,369 5.1 Sherman 487 2,081 21.5 551 2,254 11.8 
Garfield 367 967 15.3 801 3,058 15.3 Sioux 150 800 ·30.5 121 400 3A 
Gosper 343 1,539 -5.3 297 1,177 -1.1 Stanton 840 3,320 14.7 873 3,641 25.8 
Grant 159 51 ' -25.0 234 ' ,113 20.2 Thayer 849 3,061 ·26.0 1.868 7,707 -19.2 
Greeley 479 1,576 7.5 696 2,573 8.2 Thomas 159 542 ·15.6 249 958 4.5 
Hall 7, 127 24,358 -7.9 52,946 213,179 0.3 Thurston 521 1,876 1.2 880 3,729 14.2 
Hamiltoo 1.438 5,371 -11.1 2,700 10.914 7.2 Valley 757 2,625 -2.7 2.396 8.697 68 
Harlan 665 2.482 23 734 2.735 2.3 Washington 3,316 11,509 -3.3 8,281 33,578 13.3 
Hayes 273 922 11.6 (01 IDI 101 Wayne 1,236 4,530 11.7 3,892 16,340 14.4 
Hitchcock 367 1,989 ·11.6 596 2,615 12.3 Webster 577 2,021 -20.2 1 , I 6 I 4,748 -2.0 
"'" 
1 ,624 5,982 -8.8 5,710 22,405 -1.1 Wheeler 143 770 27.9 108 272 -18.1 
Hooker 48 435 2.6 201 974 19.4 Yo" 2.079 8,092 0.9 10.816 41 ,993 ~.6 
' Totals may nol add due 10 rounding 
(0 ) Denotes disclosure suppression 
Source Nebr."'. Oepa<lmenl or R ......... 
Note all Net Taxable Retail S ales 
Users of this series should be aware that taxable retaH sales are not generated exclusively by traditional outlets such as 
clothing, discount. and hardware stores. While businesses classified as retail trade firms account for, on average, slig htly 
more than half of total taxable sales, sizable portions of taxable sales are generated by service establishments, electric and 
gas utilities, wholesalers , telephone and cable companies, and manufacturers . 
" . • ~T I. .1 • ...... ,,, .. .- .. , .... ",.,. 
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Note to Readers 
The charts on pages 8 and 9 report nonfarm employment by 
place of work for each region. 
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West Central 
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East Central 
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Nonfarm 
Southeast Central 
108,000 
104,000 
100,000 
96,000 
92,000 
JFMAMJJASOND 
Southeast 
. . 
65,000 
60,000 
55.000 
J F M A M J J A SO N 0 
Omaha 
Nebraska panlDD onlv 
300,000 
JFMAMJJASOND 
·By place of work 
"Current month data are preliminary and subject to revision 
Note: January-March 2000 monthly employment data are benchmarked. 
April 2000-March 2001 data are estimates and will be benchmarked in 
early 2002. Data for April-December 2001 are estimates until 
benchmarked in earlly 2003. All estimates are the most current revised 
data available. 
Scuce Nebraska Oepat\l'l'W'llofl.al>a", Laoor Ma/Ketlnlormauon _ Kathy Copas 
Northeast 
90,000 
88,000 
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84,000 
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80,000 
to 
0 1999 2000 
JFMAMJJASOND 
Sioux City 
Nebraska paruln only 
13,000 
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11,000 
JFMAMJJASOND 
lincoln MSA 
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13 
2001 
14 
April 2001 Begi [$0001 
YTO ange vs Yr. Ago 
~.~~~~~~~~-~ 
Nonll Cenual 
, 
, 
" 47,949 , ,n , 
0,3 
, 
,s , 
, , 
i"'" , 
~ 
WestCeoual 
40.180 
4,6 
17,553 
67 
15,895 
3, 1 
Munlleast 
m. -L. ' 
F~ Southeast 
Sioux City MSA 
, 
12,153 
0,6 
1,., -
Omaha MSA 
643,913 
1,0 
,;.., ---' 
lincoln MSA 
, 
SuullluaSi Central I 
244 ,351 
1,7 
SlaleTolar 
1,661,059 
0,6 
, 
-13.1 
"Regional values may not add to state total due to unallocated sales 
s.o..ce Nebraska O~nt of Re""""" 
State No & Salarv 
nt bv 
Total 
Construction & Mining 
Manufacturing 
Durables 
Nondurables 
TCU" 
Trade 
Wholesale 
Retail 
FIRE"· 
Services 
Government 
"By place of work 
" Transportation, Communication, and Utilities 
"·Finance, Insurance, and Real Estate 
Source- Nebraska Oepartment 01 Labor. labor Marllet Inf<><maHan 
April 
2001 
911, 194 
43,844 
118,468 
56,643 
61,825 
57,789 
214 ,774 
53,281 
161,493 
61,124 
257,545 
157,650 
177, 
0,3 
Note: January-March 2000 monthly employment data are benchmar\l.ed, April 
2000-March 2001 data are est imates and will be benchmarked in early 2002. 
Data for April-December 2001 are estimates until benchmarked in earlly 2003. 
All estimates are the most current rev ised data available. labor force data for 
2000 and 2001 will be revised. 
Price Index 
Consumer Price Index - U· 
(1982-84 = 100) 
(not seasonally adjusted) 
% Change 
YTD% 
Change 
July vs vs Yr. Ago 
2001 
AU Items 177 .5 
Commodities 150.4 
Services 204.5 
' U '" All urban consumers 
SOLJl"C<! u.s BLJI"~au of Labor Statl$tlC$ 
Yr. Ago 
2,8 
0,7 
4,3 
Force 
Labor Force 
(inflation rate) 
2,8 
1,4 
3,8 
Apn'l 
2001 
945,007 
Employment 919 ,944 
Unemployment Rate 2,7 
' By place of residence 
Source. Nebraska Department of l ebo<. Lebo< Mark~l l nfomla\,OO 
" ' . ~ " I """'TO 
COUNty of the MONth 
License plate prefix number: 64 
Size of county: 1,405 square miles, ranks 8th in the 
state 
.. Nrx/ COl/lit! of MOlllh 
Population: 5,440 in 2000, a change of 0.3 percent from 1990 
Per capita personal income: $17,228 in 1998, ranks 79111 in the state 
Net taxable retail sales ($000): $28,272 in 1999 a change of 2.2 percent from 1998; 
$9,718 from January through April of 2001, a change of 1.5 percent from the same period 
the previous year. 
Unemployment rate: 4.0 percent in Morrill County, 2.9 percent in Nebraska in 1999 
Nonfarm employment (1999)1: 
(wage & salary) 
Construction and Mining 
Manufacturing 
TCU 
Wholesale T fade 
RetailTrade 
FIRE 
Services 
Government 
" 
Morrill 
State Countv 
890,821 1,378 
(percent of total) 
5,0 4,0 
13,2 1,6 
SA 139 
62 K9 
1M 18,9 
M V 
2n 12,6 
17,1 3n 
Agriculture: 
, 
Number of farms: 474 in 1997; 458 in 1992; 535 in 1987 
Average farm size: 1,816 acres in 1997; 1,582 acres in 1992 
Marketvalue offarm products sold: $147.6 million in 1997 ($311 ,459 average per 
farm ); S 105.5 million in 1992 (S230,40 1 average per farm) 
By place of work 
" , . 
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Announcing! 
BBR's online data base, NU DNRAMP, 
now provides faster processing and improved 
handling of large area selections and detailed 
• queries. 
Visit BBR's homepage for access to 
NU DNRAMPand much more! 
www.bbr.unl.edu 
University of Nebras ka- Lincoln ~H ar"c}, P~rlm:ltl , Chalice/lor 
College of Bus iness Ad m inist1"ation ---C ynrhiJ I-I. i\lillig.m, Dean 
University of Nebraska-Lincoln 
An aquaI opportunity employer 
with a oomp,ehensive pi an fo, dive rsity_ 
Bureau of Business Research IBBR) 
~ specializes in ... 
J3: ~ - ... economic impact assessment 
",.. demographic and economic projections 
"'t> survey design 
..... compilation and analysis of data 
-. public access to information via BBR Online 
q K For more information on how BBR can assist you or your organization: contacE iST 
~ (402)472-2334; sem! e-mail to:.llamphear1@unl.edu:orusethe 
,n , : T 
r. ~ •.... ~.~.,nn 1 
--
~_~?l~q Wid_~ Web; wwwbbLUnfedi! ' . 
Go to 
www.bbr.U1u.edu 
forthelatest 
Consumer Price 
Index (CPI) 
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